
GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT O F  COLUMBIA 
BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 

December 26,  1979 

A p p l i c a t i o n  No. 12862 of  John Saah,  pu r suan t  t o  Paragraph  
8207.11 of  t h e  Zoning R e g u l a t i o n s ,  f o r  a  v a r i a n c e  from t h e  
l o t  occupancy r equ i r emen t s  (Sub-sec t ion  3303.1) t o  p e r m i t  a  
s i d e  and r e a r  a d d i t i o n  t o  an  apar tment  house i n  t h e  R-5-B 
D i s t r i c t  a t  t h e  p remises  1521 Church S t r e e t ,  N.W., (Square 
194,  Lot  60 ) .  

HEARING DATES: January  24,  1979,  A p r i l  11, 1979,  
June  6 ,  1979 and September 5 ,  1979,  

DECISION DATE: October 3 ,  1979 

FINDINGS OF FACT: 

1. A s  a  p r e l i m i n a r y  m a t t e r  a t  t h e  p u b l i c  h e a r i n g  of  
January  24,  1979,  t h e  Board no ted  t h a t  many n o t i c e s  t o  t h e  
occupan t s  o f  p r o p e r t y  w i t h i n  200 f e e t  of t h e  s u b j e c t  p r o p e r t y  
were r e t u r n e d  a s  u n d e l i v e r a b l e  by t h e  P o s t  O f f i c e .  The 
a p p l i c a n t  t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  most  of  t h e  l e t te rs  r e t u r n e d  were 
a d d r e s s e s  of  pa rk ing  l o t s  and p r o p e r t y  r e c e n t l y  renova ted  t h a t  
was n o t  y e t  occupied,  The Board f i n d s  t h a t  t h e  n o t i c e  r e q u i r e -  
ments  under  t h e  Supplemental  Rules  o f  P r a c t i c e  and Procedure  
b e f o r e  t h e  Board of  Zoning Adjustment were s a t i s f i e d .  

2. The s u b j e c t  a p p l i c a t i o n  was f i r s t  hea rd  a t  t h e  
p u b l i c  h e a r i n g  of January 24, 1979 and was con t inued  f o r  f u r t h e r  
h e a r i n g ,  S e v e r a l  subsequent  scheduled p u b l i c  h e a r i n g  d a t e s  
were a l l  con t i nued  f o r  good cause  shown, Add i t i ona l  p u b l i c  
h e a r i n g s  of  t h e  a p p l i c a n t  were h e l d  on A p r i l  1 1 ,  1979,  June  6 ,  
1979 and September 5 ,  1979. 

3 .  The s u b j e c t  p r o p e r t y  i s  l o c a t e d  on t h e  n o r t h  s i d e  of 
Church S t r e e t ,  between 1 5 t h  and 1 6 t h  S t r e e t s ,  N. W. and i s  
known a s  1521 Church S t r e e t ,  N ,  W ,  It i s  i n  a n  R-5-B D i s t r i c t ,  

4 .  The s u b j e c t  s i t e  i s  2 ,090 s q ,  f t ,  i n  a r e a  and i s  i m -  
proved w i t h  a  t h r e e  s t o r y  apar tment  b u i l d i n g .  There i s  a  con- 
c r e t e  pa rk ing  pad i n  t h e  r e a r  y a r d  of t h e  p r emi se s ,  
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5. The s u b j e c t  s i t e  i s  r e c t a n g u l a r  i n  shape.  

6. The a p p l i c a n t  purchased t h e  s u b j e c t  p rope r ty  on March 
15 ,  1978. It was then  a  two s t o r y  w i t h  basement s i n g l e  family  
dwel l ing.  The C e r t i f i c a t e  of  Occupancy a t  t h a t  t ime ,  da ted  
J u l y  22, 1952, No. A-16381 w a s  f o r  t h e  u se  of  t h e  second f l o o r  
a s  a tenement house. 

7. On o r  about  May 9 ,  1978, t h e  a p p l i c a n t  was i s sued  Permit  
No. B-259998 f o r  t h e  r e p a i r  of t h e  s u b j e c t  b u i l d i n g  t o  t h r e e  
apar tments .  The a p p l i c a n t  proceeded t o  under t ake  t h e  develop - 
ment of t h e  premises .  

8 .  I n  e a r l y  September 1978, t h e  r e a r  h a l f  of t h e  b u i l d i n g  
co l l apsed .  It was recommended by a  s t r u c t u r a l  eng ineer  t h a t  
t h e  e x i s t i n g  masonry w a l l s  be removed above t h e  f i r s t  f l o o r  l e v e l .  

9. The a p p l i c a n t  app l i ed  f o r  f u r t h e r  p e r m i t s ,  On 
September 8 ,  1978 pe rmi t s  B-263463 and B-263464 were i s sued .  
Permit  B-263463 w a s  i s sued  f o r  an  "add i t i on  t o  a t h r e e  s t o r y  
apartment house b r i ck l f r ame  as p e r  a p p l i c a n t ' s  p l a n  and p l a t " ,  
Permit  B-263464 was i s s u e d  t o  " r e v i s e  permi t  B-259998 da ted  
May 9 ,  1978 add l o f t " .  

10.  The a p p l i c a n t  proceeded t o  redevelop t h e  s u b j e c t  
p rope r ty  i n  accordance w i t h  t h e  p l a n s .  The a p p l i c a n t  t e s t i -  
f i e d  t h a t  t h e  b u i l d i n g  a s  cons t ruc t ed  dev ia t ed  i n  two r e s p e c t s  
from t h e  p l ans  approved. The bay window i n  f r o n t  of  t h e  
bu i ld ing  was d e l e t e d  t o  make a  f l a t  f r o n t ,  The a p p l i c a n t  
t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  t h e  change w a s  approved by t h e  D i s t r i c t  o f  
Columbia by an o n - s i t e  i n s p e c t i o n .  The a p p l i c a n t  a l s o  cons t ruc t ed  
an en t r ance  a t  t h e  r e a r  of  t h e  b u i l d i n g ,  No approval  from t h e  
D i s t r i c t  Government w a s  ever  given f o r  t h e  r e a r  a d d i t i o n .  

11. The b u i l d i n g ,  a s  b u i l t  i n  accordance w i t h  t h e  
approved p l a n s ,  con ta ins  a  passageway along t h e  e a s t  s i d e  of 
t h e  f i r s t  f l o o r  of  t h e  b u i l d i n g ,  That passageway i s  n o t  en- 
c lo sed  a t  e i t h e r  end. However, t h e  second and t h i r d  f l o o r s  of  
t h e  bu i ld ing  p r o j e c t  over  t h e  passageway and abut  t h e  west w a l l  
of t h e  bu i ld ing  l o c a t e d  a t  1519 Church S t r e e t ,  

12. On November 17 ,  1978 t h e  two pe rmi t s  i s sued  on 
September 8 ,  1978 were cance l l ed  on t h e  grounds t h a t  t h e  
a p p l i c a t i o n s  were approved i n  e r r o r ,  The e r r o r  was i n  approving 
t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  when t h e  pe rmi t t ed  l o t  occupancy of  s i x t y  p e r -  
c e n t  was exceeded. 
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13, As of November 17,  1978 approximately s i x t y  percent  
of the  bui ld ing  had been completed, 

14,  On November 30, 1978, the  Corporation Counsel, i n  a  
memorandum t o  t h e  Chief,  Zoning Regulations Divison, d i r e c t e d  t h e  
s e t t i n g  as ide  of t h e  cance l l a t ion  of the  two permits .  It 
f u r t h e r  noted t h a t  t h e  passageway, r e f e r r e d  t o  i n  Finding No. 11, 
i s  included 2n t h e  bui ld ing  a r e a  and counts aga ins t  the  l o t  
occupancy l i m i t a t i o n ,  

15. On December 8 ,  1978, i n  a  l e t t e r  t o  t h e  a p p l i c a n t ,  
t h e  Chief of t h e  Permit Branch advised t h a t  t h e  order  t o  
cease work a t  t h e  sub jec t  premises,  dated November 17 ,  1978, 
was l i f t e d  provided t h e  following condit ions were met: 

a ,  That an app l i ca t ion  f o r  an a rea  var iance  be 
f i l e d  wi th  the  ~oa;d of Zoning Adjustment by December 
15, 1978. 

b ,  That the  app l i can t  apply f o r  a  r e v i s i o n  
permit which w i l l  au thor ize  the  cons t ruc t ion  of the  
new r e a r  entry-way which i s  n o t  r e f l e c t e d  on t h e  
o r i g i n a l l y  approved p l a n s .  

16 ,  The appl icant  f i l e d  an app l i ca t ion  f o r  a  var iance  
from t h e  l o t  occupancy requirements on December 15 ,  1978. 

17 ,  A memorandum, dated January 11, 1979, from t h e  Chief,  
Zoning Review Branch, predica ted  upon an add i t ion  t o  the  sub jec t  
apartment house, s t a t e d  t h a t  1254 s q ,  f t .  was allowed f o r  a  l o t  
occupancy of s i x t y  percent f o r  t h e  sub jec t  proper ty ,  The property 
a s  e x i s t i n g  provided 1,037 sq ,  f t ,  t h e  add i t ion  would add another 
340.91 sq .  f t ,  t o t a l l i n g  1 ,377.sq ,  f t ,  This r e s u l t e d  i n  a  
va r i ance  requi red  f o r  123.91 s q ,  f t ,  

18,  No permit was ever  i ssued  f o r  the  cons t ruc t ion  of a  
new r e a r  entry-way , 

19,  The a p p l i c a n t ' s  a r c h i t e c t  t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  he never 
r ev i sed  plans t o  r e f l e c t  t h e  present  design of the  sub jec t  property 
and t h a t  t h e  e x i s t i n g  kitc.hen windows and air  condi t ioner  never 
appeared on any p lans  t h a t  he designed, The a r c h i t e c t  f u r t h e r  
t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  he d id  n o t  know how much a rea  each f l o o r  of the  
bui ld ing  occupied, o r ,  how much t h e  bui ld ing  i t s e l f  occupied. 
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20. A C e r t i f i c a t e  of Occupancy No, B-108190, was i ssued  
Apri l  10 ,  1979 t o  use  t h e  basement, f i r s t  and second f l o o r s  
of the  sub jec t  premises a s  an apartment house of th ree  u n i t s .  

21, The app l i can t  presented no evidence o r  testimony t h a t  
t h e  subjec t  proper ty  was except ional ly  narrow or  shallow had 
an unusual shape o r  had some except ional  topographic condi t ion 
a f f e c t i n g  the  p roper ty ,  The app l i can t  contended t h a t  t h e  ac t ions  
of the  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia Government i n  approving t h e  permits 
c rea ted  an except ional  condi t ion  f o r  t h i s  proper ty ,  He c i t e d  
t h e  Board's a c t i o n  i n  Case No, 12463, i n  which the  Board approved 
an a r e a  var iance  regarding t h e  width of t h e  p roper ty ,  

22, The m a t e r i a l  f a c t s  i n  Case K O ,  12463 d i f f e r  s i g n i -  
f i c a n t l y  from t h e  s i t u a t i o n  i n  t h i s  case ,  In  i t s  order  dated 
September 23, 1977, regarding Case No. 12463, t h e  Board 
found t h a t  the  proper ty  was "uniquelly and p e c u l i a r l y  shaped" 
and concluded t h a t  " the unusual shape of t h e  l o t  renders  i t  
unusable f o r  any purpose without the  grant ing  of the  v a r i a n c e , "  
I n  t h e  present  case ,  the re  i s  no such condi t ion  a r i s i n g  ou t  of 
the  s i z e ,  shape o r  conf igura t ion  of t h e  proper ty ,  

23, Other than r e l y i n g  on t h e  Boardts dec i s ion  i n  Case 
No. 12463 and t h e  dec is ion  of the  Court of Appeals a f f i rming 
t h a t  decis ion in\DeAzcarate v ,  D i s t r i c t  of ~ o l b n b i a  Board of-  
Zoning Adjustment D , C ,  App, 388 A, 2d 1233 ( l978) ,  t h e  a p p l i -  
can t  d id  not  argue t h a t  t h e  Board was estopped from denying the 
a p p l i c a t i o n .  

24. A t  the  pub l i c  hearing held on Apr i l  11, 1979, a 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of t h e  Off ice  of the  Corporate Counsel addressed 
t h e  Board regarding c e r t a i n  i s s u e s  r a i s e d  by t h e  Board, including 
t h e  elements of estoppel .  A s  s e t  out  by t h e  Ass i s t an t  Corporation 
Counsel, and a s  s e t  f o r t h  by t h e  Court of Appeals, i n  t h e  case of 
Paul Wieck v .  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia Board of Zoning Adjustment 
D.  C. App. 383 A. 2d 7 (1978), t o  e s t a b l i s h  e s toppe l ,  a p a r t y  must 
show t h a t  he ac ted  i n  good f a i t h  on a f f i r m a t i v e  a c t s  of a 
municipal corpora t ion  t o  make expensive and permanent improve- 
ment i n  r e l i a n c e  thereon,  and t h e  e q u i t i e s  must s t rong ly  favor  
the p a r t y  involving t h e  doc t r ine ,  

25. The Board f i n d s  t h a t  the  app l i can t  d id  a c t  i n  accord- 
ance wi th  bui ld ing  permits  issued by t h e  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia. 
The Board f i n d s  t h a t  t h e  app l i can t  d id  no t  p resen t  any documen- 
t a r y  evidence a s  t o  how much money had been expended p r i o r  t o  
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t h e  i n i t i a l  cance l l a t ion  of the  permits on November 1 7 ,  1979, 
when the  app l i can t  was put on n o t i c e  t h a t  t h e  bui ld ing  ex- 
ceeded the l o t  occupancy, I n  Finding of Fact No, 13,  t h e  Board 
determined t h a t  the  bui ld ing  was approximately s i x t y  percent  
complete. The app l i can t  d id  n o t  e s t a b l i s h  how much money had 
been spent  a t  t h a t  t ime,  nor  how l a r g e  an expenditure would 
have been requi red  a t  t h a t  time t o  br ing  the  bui ld ing  i n t o  
compliance, 

26.  As t o  whether t h e  app l i can t  j u s t i f i a b l y  r e l i e d  on the  
approved permi ts ,  t h e  Board f i n d s  t h a t  the  Zoning Regulations 
a s  t o  l o t  occupancy a r e  c l e a r .  Section 1202 of t h e  Zoning 
Regulations def ines  "percentage of l o t  occupancy" t o  be  "a 
f i g u r e  which expresses  t h a t  por t ion  of a  bt ly ing  within l o t  
l i n e s  acd-bui ld ing  l i n e s  which i s  o c c u p e a r  which may be- 
occupied unaer these  r egu la t ions  a s  bui ld ing  area" ,  "Building 
area" i s  defined a s  " the  maximum h o r i z o n t a l  ~ r o f e c t e d  a r e a  of 
a  bui ld ing  and i t s  accessory b u i l d i n g s , ,  ." ? h e 4 ~ o a r d  f i n d s  
t h a t  it i s  obvious on the f ace  of t h e  d e f i n i t i o r s  and t h e i r  
cons i s t en t  app l i ca t ion  t h a t  the a r e a  on the  e a s t  s ide  of t h e  
sub jec t  l o t  covered by t h e  bui ld ing  a t  the  second and t h i r d  
s t o r i e s  must be included i n  t h e  percentage of l o t  occupancy, 

27. There was opposi t ion t o  the  app l i ca t ion  on behalf  of 
the  owner of t h e  adjoining premises 1519 Church S t r e e t ,  N.W. 
Counsel f o r  the  opposi t ion argued t h a t  t h e  app l i can t  i s  seeking 
a  var iance  based on an addi t ion  t o  an e x i s t i n g  bui lding whereas 
i n  f a c t  the  sub jec t  bui ld ing  i s  an e n t i r e l y  new bu i ld ing ,  He 
argued t h a t  t h e  p r i o r  bui ld ing  ceased t o  e x i s t  a f t e r  i t s  
co l l apse  and t h a t  t h e  app l i can t  constructed a  new b u i l d i n g ,  
Counsel f u r t h e r  argued t h a t  the  new bui ld ing  bea r s  no resemblance 
t o  the  permits t h a t  had been i ssued .  

28, Counsel f o r  the  opposi t ion f u r t h e r  argued t h a t  the  
app l i can t  a t tached h i s  new bui ld ing  t o  t h e  wa l l  of t h e  dwelling 
a t  1519 Church S t r e e t  without any permission, t h a t  t h e  app l i can t  
b u i l t  across  h i s  property l i n e  on top of t h e  oppos i t ion ' s  wal l  
t o  go v e r t i c a l l y ,  and t h a t  t h e  app l i can t  r a i s e d  t h e  he igh t  of 
t h e  wal l  so t h a t  the  chimneys a t  the  adjoining property a r e  below 
the  a p p l i c a n t ' s  wal l  l e v e l  causing the  chimneys t o  become non- 
conforming wi th  the  bui ld ing  code of t h e  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia, 
Counsel f u r t h e r  argued t h a t  t h e  l o c a t i o n  of t h e  windows and a i r -  
condi t ioners  of t h e  sub jec t  property were never approved by the  
D ,  C .  Government and causes a  d e l e t e r i o u s  e f f e c t  on the  opposi- 
t i o n ' s  proper ty ,  
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29. Counsel f i n a l l y  argued t h a t  the  app l i can t  had no t  
met the  burden of proof i n  e s t ab l i sh ing  h i s  case f o r  the  r e -  
quested var iance;  t h a t  no evidence was introduced t o  show 
the  e x i s t i n g  l o t  occupancy computations and t h a t  t h e  memo of t h e  
Zoning Review Branch, dated January 11, 1979, was outdated s ince  
the  app l i can t  had made many add i t ions  t o  t h e  suhjec t  dwelling 
s ince  the  issuance of t h a t  memorandum, 

30, As t o  t h e  arguments r a i s e d  by t h e  opposing property 
owner through h i s  counsel,  t h e  Board f i n d s  t h a t  the  argument a s  
t o  whether the bui lding was a new bui ld ing  o r  an add i t ion  t o  
an e x i s t i n g  bui lding i s  immaterial ,  s ince  the  Zoning Regulations 
a s  t o  l o t  occupancy a r e  appl icable  i n  e i t h e r  case ,  The Board 
f i n d s  t h a t  the  arguments r e l a t i n g  t o  the  attachment of the  
bui lding t o  t h e  wal l  of 1519 Church S t r e e t  and t h e  he ight  of the  
chimneys a r e  a l s o  immaterial ,  s i n c e  they do not  present  zoning 
quest ions.  The Board concurs with the  argument t h a t  t h e  app l i -  
cant  f a i l e d  t o  meet t h e  burden of proof requi red  t o  e s t a b l i s h  
t h a t  a var iance  should be granted. 

31. ANC-2B f i l e d  no recommendation on t h e  app l i ca t ion .  

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND OPINION 

Based on the  record  t h e  Board concludes t h a t  the  app l i can t  
i s  seeking an a rea  var iance  t h e  g ran t ing  of which r e q u i r e s  a 
showing of a p r a c t i c a l  d i f f i c u l t y  upon t h e  owner of the  property 
which stems from the  property i t s e l f ,  The subjec t  s i t e  i s  
rec tangular  i n  shape. There i s  no except ional  narrowness or  
shallowness. The Board concludes t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no except ional  
condi t ion  i n  t h e  property i t s e l f  t h a t  warrants  the  grant ing of 
an a rea  va r i ance ,  nor has t h e  app l i can t  submitted any evidence 
i n  support the reof .  The Board t h e r e f o r e  concludes t h a t  t h e r e  
i s  no b a s i s  f o r  the  grant ing  of a va r i ance ,  

The appl icant  contended t h a t  the  a c t i o n  of t h e  D i s t r i c t  of 
Columbia c rea ted  an except ional  condi t ion  of t h i s  proepr ty .  
As t o  the  a p p l i c a n t ' s  r e l i a n c e  on the  dec is ion  of the  Board 
i n  Case No. 12463, i n  Finding of Fact No, 22, t h e  Board 
determined t h a t  the  m a t e r i a l  f a c t s  i n  t h a t  case d i f f e r  from t h e  
sub jec t  case,  The Board found a unique s i t u a t i o n  a r i s i n g  from 
the  property i n  Case No, 12463, As no such s i t u a t i o n  e x i s t s  
he re in ,  the Board concludes t h a t  t h e  dec is ion  i n  Case No, 12463 
does no t  con t ro l  t h e  dec is ion  made he re in ,  Furthermore, t h e  Board 
has c o n s i s t e n t l y  s t a t e d  t h a t  i t  w i l l  decide each case heard i n  
the  s p e c i f i c  s e t  of f a c t s  provided. The record  he re in  does not  
support the  grant ing  of a var iance ,  
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The Board notes tha t  some of the elements of estoppel 
a re  present i n  the subject case .  The Board fur ther  notes 
tha t  the  applicant did not d i r ec t ly  r a i s e  an estoppel argu- 
ment, even though the  thread of the  argument runs through much 
of the record. The Board concludes tha t  the applicant has 
not established tha t  the Di s t r i c t  of Columbia i s  estopped from 
denying the variance , 

Based on the foregoing findings of f a c t  and conclusions 
of law, i t  i s  therefore ORDERED tha t  t h i s  applicat ion be 
DENIED,  

VOTE: 5-0 (Chloethiel Woodard Smith, Walter B, Lewis, Leonard 
McCants, W i l l i a m  McIntosh and Charles Norris,  t o  
deny) . 

BY THE D .  C .  BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 

ATTESTED BY: 
EN E, SHE 

Executive Director 

FINAL, DATE OF ORDER: 4 J f i L T J  IS40 

UNDER SUB-SECTIOW 8204.3 OF THE ZONING REGULATIONS "NO D E C I S I O N  
OR ORDER OF THE BOARD SHALL TAKE EFFECT UNTIL TEV DAYS AFTER 
HATTING BECOME FINAL PURSUANT TO THF SUPPLEMENTAL RULES OF PRACTICE 
AND PROCEDURE BEFOFE THE BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT. 



GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 

A p p l i c a t i o n  No .  1 2 8 6 2 ,  of John  S a a h ,  p u r s u a n t  t o  P a r a g r a p h  
8 2 0 7 . 1 1  of t h e  Zoning R e g u l a t i o n s ,  f o r  a variance from t h e  
l o t  occupancy r e q u i r e m e n t s  ( S u b - s e c t i o n  3 3 0 3 . 1 )  t o  p e r m i t  
a side and rear a d d i t i o n  t o  an a p a r t m e n t  house  i n  t h e  R-5-B 
D i s t r i c t  a t  t h e  p r e m i s e s  1 5 2 1  C h u r c h  S t r e e t ,  N.W., ( S q u a r e  
1 9 4 ,  L o t  6 0 ) .  

HEARING DATES: January  2 4 ,  A p r i l  11, June  6  
and S e p t e m b e r  5 ,  1 9 7 9  

DECISION DATE: O c t o b e r  3 ,  1 9 7 9  

D I S P O S I T I O N :  T h e  B o a r d  DENIED t h e  app l i ca t ion  by a vote of 
5-0  ( C h l o e t h i e l  Woodard S m i t h ,  Walter B. L e w i s ,  
L e o n a r d  L .  M c C a n t s ,  W i l l i a m  F .  McIntosh and 
C h a r l e s  R. N o r r i s  t o  DENY).  

FINAL DATE O F  ORDER: J a n u a r y  4 ,  1 9 8 0  

ORDER 

F o l l o w i n g  t h e  B o a r d ' s  DENIAL of t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n ,  t h e  a p p l i -  
c a n t  f i l e d  a p e t i t i o n  f o r  r e v i e w  of t h e  dec i s ion  w i t h  t h e  D i s t r i c t  
of C o l u m b i a  C o u r t  of A p p e a l s .  B y  j u d g e m e n t  dated J u l y  2 9 ,  1 9 8 1 ,  
t h e  C o u r t  of A p p e a l s  REVERSED and REMANDED t h e  matter  t o  t h e  BZA 
f o r  f u r t h e r  d i s p o s i t i o n  of t h e  p e t i t i o n e r ' s  a p p l i c a t i o n  i n  accor- 
dance w i t h  t h e  C o u r t ' s  op in ion .  T h e  C o u r t  h e ld  t h a t  t h e  BZA i s  
estopped f r o m  denying t h e  variance sought .  U p o n  cons idera t ion  
of t h e  aforegoing f a c t s ,  it i s  hereby ORDERED t h a t  t h e  O r d e r  of 
t h e  B o a r d  dated January  4 ,  1 9 8 0  i s  VACATED and t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  i s  
GRANTED. 

VOTE: 3-0 ( W a l t e r  B .  L e w i s ,  C o n n i e  F o r t u n e  and C h a r l e s  R.  N o r r i s  
t o  VACATE and GRANT; W i l l i a m  F. McIntosh and D o u g l a s  
J .  P a t t o n  no t  p r e s e n t ,  n o t  v o t i n g ) .  

BY ORDER OF THE D.C.  BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 

ATTESTED BY: 
STEVEN E .  SHER 
E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r  

F INAL DATE OF ORDER: JUN 2 2 1982 
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UNDER SUB-SECTION 8 2 0 4 . 3  O F  THE ZONING REGULATIONS "NO D E C I S I O N  
OR ORDER O F  THE BOARD SHALL TAKE E F F E C T  U N T I L  TEN DAYS A F T E R  
HAVING BECOME F I N A L  PURSUANT T O  THE SUPPLEMENTAL RULES O F  
P R A C T I C E  AND PROCEDURE BEFORE T H E  BOARD O F  ZONING ADJUSTMENT."  

T H I S  ORDER O F  THE BOARD I S  V A L I D  F O R  A P E R I O D  O F  S I X  MONTHS 
A F T E R  THE E F F E C T I V E  DATE O F  T H I S  ORDER, UNLESS W I T H I N  SUCH 
P E R I O D  AN A P P L I C A T I O N  FOR A B U I L D I N G  P E R M I T  OR C E R T I F I C A T E  O F  
OCCUPANCY I S  F I L E D  WITH THE DEPARTMENT O F  L I C E N S E S ,  I N V E S T I G A -  
T I O N S ,  AND I N S P E C T I O N S .  


